Serb! No. J* SC ' s^o Docket No. PA715D1C! 

Reply to Office Action dated April 8. 2009. 

REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

Claims 1-24 are currently pending in the subject application and are presently under 

consideration. Claims I , 10 and 22 are independent claims. Claims 23-24 are added by this 

Amendment. 

Allowable Subject Matter 
Applicant notes with appreciation the indication on pages 12 of the 4/8/2009 1 Office 
Action that claims 11 and 15-1 7 would be allowable if rewritten into independent form. In view 
A b k. < , { ■> i j t s v l - \ ^ \ i 

allowable. 

■Xtouhie Patenting Rejection 
Claims 10, 12-14 and 22 are rejected to under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as being unpatentable over claim 1 of US 6.724,753, As 
noted by the' Examiner, Applicant inadvertently filed the terminal disclaimer of 3/3/2009 that 
inly disc d tl v ' 266.540. j he presently file* inal 

disclaims I sc ns s ■> based on US 6,724,753 vppiican c >ec! illy requests 

th ie Exan rv. > e do patenting reje 

Applicant \\ ffieo* x>n i 4ppu i s ny of claims 12-14 

jin> ■> ivi ' \ e u ! 2 4 

22 hasec ibie-patei 1 "> sec < i 3 4 1 1 of rejection g e 

Examiner rejects one or more of claims 10, 1 2-14 and/ or 22 in a subsequent Office Action (other 
than sustaining the current double-patenting rejection), the E xamine r cannot make such an 
Action final (e.g.^ MPEP § 706.07(a), "second or any subsequent -actions: on the merits shall be 
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final excgji[ introduces a new ground of rejection that is neithe r necessih ted 

b> ap>N ^ si _ < x u- s 1 iSs. i > -e^nvtioi 

disclosure statement filed during the period set forth in 37 CFR 1 «?jc) with the fee set forth 
in 37 CFR L17(p)", Emphasis added). 

35 U.S.C. I0$(a) Lynch in view ofPiseUo 
Claims 1-5 and 1.9-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent. No. 5,938,748 ("Lynch") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,491 ,812 
\ 'Piselio") Apj - : nt respectful ) in verses this art grounds of rejection., 

L _ 1 " 1 _ - - N 

The Examiner appears to read the claimed "plurality of desksets" as recited in 
independent claim 1 upon the deskset 113 in Lynch. In the entirety of Lynch, only two 
references to deskset 113 are made. Firstly, the deskset 113 is illustrated as a single, wired 
elephone ' 7 <, c e >j L [ , sra s t]he telecommunications device 

ik <^ - v t Mv irreriace (31 1) connected to the external ISDN network, 

o a deskset (1 13 t >us (3 5) of the tele* >ns dt ce" (e.g., see Col 9, 

( v q x c < net deskset) 

is made in Lynch. 

ks^ s.< "-e-, ■> *o > _ J a >. o ^ de evicts A 

"plurality of desksets" as clah s.ed surely caitno T ~u upon a 1 agie eskse Fta er, I ello is 
cited nereh o c men e bi L>m fs failure to diss o '. ! u - - ig - urce, 

destin tie md ei cm check it;e s n;c d in clai r 1 no to cure L *.nc ds niure t< 

disclose more than one deskset. 
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For this reason,. Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of Lynch and Pi sell* > 

oanrm v.- - aacw p s.wi m > A\e - , ,ec m u umepeodc u Jam: 

2. The deskset lie of Lynch does not appear to c ommunicate wit h the serial p ort 3 02; 
_J_ v (J X i ' - _ _ i_ 

ISDN line. 

The Examiner reads the claimed "transceiver' upon the serial port 302 in 1 yoch, and 
lec ned "ph >t ksets" apon the deskset 113 in Lynch (e.g., seepage 6 of the 
4/8/2009 Ofnee Action). Independent claim 1 recites "an interface bus that permits said ■desksets 
to eornroui < - \ transceiver by exchanging packets with the transceiver". Applicant 

does not necessarily believe this limitation is taught within Lynch as applied by the Examiner, as 
will now he explained, 

in Lynch, a telecommunications device (e.g., which includes elements 301 through 317 in 
the cen a N s FK 7 < Lynch) can >mmonicate with a telephone company over an ISDN 
line, and this telecommunications device permits either the host computer 100 (e.g.,. a 
workstation computer) or a deskset 113 to access the ISDN line. The host computer 100 
connects to the ISDN line through the serial port 302 as shown in FIG. 7, and through the serial 
} ><» ^2'!u iv t t _ i i - . ^ - - u\ eu to the 

AD X litv.es - kw „ ^ v- > s " d 

then to the ISDN One, and its data has no need to be routed through the serial port 302. The 
only reason the deskset 113 would have to contact the serial port 302 would he to exchange 
information to/from the host computer 100, and nothing in Lynch suggests that the deskset 
would ever exchange information with the host computer 100, Rather, bo th the host enrnpeter 

.V \ „ _v g,__ U_ v y J. _ ( it C1 



Serial No. 10/828,896 Docket No. PA716P1C1 

Reply to Office Action dated April 8. 2009 

(e.g., why would the deskset 113, shown as a wired telephone in FIG. 7 of Lynch, call the 
subscriber's own workstation computer?) 

Further, Pisello is cited merely to compensate ror I >mh\ holme to cfoch-se ""each packet 
i sttnai ' ^ ! ' ^ v w t cure 

^ J ^ v i i - n i s, t „ <- \ o an 

communicate. 

For this reason, Applicant respectfully submits that the combination of Lynch and Pisello 
cannot disclose or suggest "an interface bus that permits s >. v > s 

transceiver by exchanging packets with the transceiver" as recited in independent claim 1, 
hecause : nothing in Lynch suggests that the deskset 113 ever communicates with the serial port 
302 and/or the host computer 100. 

3. There is no apparent rationale for combining Pisello 7 s Ethernet-routing protocols for 
routin g over a se ri al connectio n. 

Pisello is directed to a mechanism tor converting data packets horn an Ethernet format 
into a SCSI format, and vice versa. On Page 7 of the 4 S 2009 Office Action, the Examiner 
primarily cites to FIGS. 3-4 of Pisello to compensate for Lynch 5 s admitted failure to disclose 
"each packet including source, destination and. error checking information" as recited in 
independent claim 1 . 

With respect to FIGS. 3 and 4 of Pisello, Pisello states "FIGS. 3. 4 and 5 illustrate the 
wodi g<: " u'i 1 - vo id r osrm tec x s Got. i>" u . _ Gel G hnos. 
45-46 of Pisello). Clearly, FIGS. 3 and 4 show the format for a data packet that is configured, in 
accordance with the Ethernet format. 
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By contrast the serial port 302 of Lynch communicates via a serial -format and not an 

Ethernet format. The Examiner has provided no rationale for why the serial format used by the 

serial port 302 should be modified to incorporate header fields specific to Ethernet packets. For 

example, source and/or destination fields are important parameters in Ethernet routing, hut 

The Examiner indicates that the "motivation for defining fields in the packet to include 
source, destination and error checking information ... being it provides more efficiency in the 
I s on) applicant disagrees 

for a number of reasons. 

Firstly, increasing the size of a packet-header decreases efficiency; because the ratio of 
header-portion to data payload -portion is increased. Efficiency means that more data is sent with 
less overhead, whereas the Examiner's suggested modification to Lynch (i.e., adding header 
fields) produces the opposite effect. 

e e exehang i 1 i i rent than the 

exchange of Ethernet information. The routing protocols are very different, and the Examiner 
sboald not o rc w i ^ 

wed 1 i >o 1 ' n ut citing to dor neuh e ence a u es such an 

incorporation would be beneficial 

Thirdly, the serial port 302 exchanges data to/from only the host computer 190. if 
packets are sent to the host computer 100. including a destination field is rather pointless since 
the host computer 100 is the only destination. Conversely, if packets are sent from die host 
computer 100 to the serial port 302, including a source field is rather pointless since the host 
computer 100 is the only source. Thus, these fields do not appear to be necessary in Lynch's 

eonfigu at > „ gj. ^ 
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themselves or the target device on communications over the cable •••• their respective identities 
would simply be assigned. 

In view of any or all of the reasons given above. Applicant respectfully submits that 
indepe lent ci arm i ;o c > f mbination of L> w of Pise Vs such, 

v ^ . Lynch <n 

view of Pisello at least for the reasons given above with, respect to the independent claim. 

\ppltca it e it the liner withdraw this art grounds € t 

Allowance also req uested for no>y/y added claims 23-1:4 
Claim 23 recites "wherein the transceiver is configured to communicate with the central 
station over a wireless communications link". In Lynch, the serial port 302 clearly 
communicates with the host computer 100 over a wired connection. Accordingly^ claim 23 
should be allowed for at least this reason. 

Claim 24 recites "wherein the central station corresponds to a base station within an 
access network that is configure to provide wireless communications services to each of 'the 
plurality of desksets through the transceiver'. In Lynch, the host computer 100 clearly 
corresponds to a workstation computer, and not a base station t mg rcless service 
\cuv-ikrgh c ai 1 2~t shuulJ h v. *- 1 L ih 

35 U.S.C 193(a) Lynch in view o/Piselfo in mewo/Azaryu 
Claims 6-9, 18 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being allegedly 
unpatentable over U.S. Patent No. 5.938.748 ("Lynch") in view of U.S. Patent No. 5.491.812 
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("Piselio"} in further view of U.S. Patent No. 5,978,578 ("Azarya"). Applicant respectfully 
overs s his i ' gr; t .si »f • sci < s 

T _s i - \/ar,a ^ pcusatc >r the d ,e Lynch and Piselio to 
disclose limitations included within dependent claims 6-9, 3 8 and 21. Azarya is directed to an 
openbos system for control, automation networks. A review of Azarya indicates that Azarya is 
insuff c f the suggests* snd disclosure del ersci* yn s Piselio as discussed 
above with respect to independent claim 1 . 

As such, claims 6-9, 18 and 21. dependent upon independent claim I, are likewise 
allowable over Lynch in view of Piselio at least for the reasons given above with respect to the 
independent claim. 

Applicant respectfully requests that the Examiner withdraw this art grounds of rejection. 
Reconsideration and issuance of the present application is respectfully requested. 
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In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, it is respectfully submitted that the 
application is in condition for allowance. If the Examiner believes that any additional changes 
wouk lace the a\ catio n be cone > owa e le Examiner is invited to c 
the ait lei »gne< a t at the ie e >b ie < em! e; >ted below. 

Deposit Account Auihonzation 

To the extent necessary, a petition for an extension of time under 37 C.F.R . 1. 136 is 
hereby made. Please charge any fees or overpayments that may be due with this response to 
Deposit Account No. 17-0026. 
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QUALCOMM incorporated 

Attn: Patent Department 

5775 Morehouse Drive 

San Diego. California 92 1 2 1 - 1 7 1 4 

Ie piw ^ < ? \-~ - 



Respect fs y sob 



Rupit Patel 
Reg. No. 53,441 



Attachment (s): 
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